
PUBLIC  

AWARENESS 



NTSB Hearings  

San Francisco Chronicle, 

March 2, 2011 

San Bruno's fire chief said Wednesday that he was not 
aware before last year's deadly natural-gas explosion 
that a major PG&E pipe ran under the city, although he 
acknowledged that it had been his responsibility to 
know.  

Only after the San Bruno disaster did he realize that "there 
was a need to know" what lines were in the area, and 
that online maps and other resources were available to 
first responders.  

He conceded that he should have known about the 
pipeline that exploded. "We didn't have the information, 
we didn't have maps of a pipeline going through," Haag 
said. "I just didn't know about it.” 
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NTSB Hearings  

San Francisco Chronicle,  

March 2, 2011 

After the hearing, NTSB chairwoman said Federal 

officials “…believe the pipeline industry can do a 

better job" of informing the public, as required 

under a 5-year-old law for pipeline operators.  

People who live near gas-transmission lines should 

be told as much in a specific mailing, said Rep. 

Jackie Speier, whose district includes the San 

Bruno neighborhood devastated in the blast. She 

is sponsoring a bill to require such notice for 

people living within 2,000 feet of a pipeline. 
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§192.616 

 

 Follow requirements 

of API RP 1162,  

 1st edition 

 
Master meter or 

petroleum gas systems 

exempt from RP 1162 

requirements 



§192.616 

 Plan by June 20, 2006 

 Identify Stakeholder audiences 

 Message including method of message 

delivery and frequency 

 Supplemental activities 

 Self-assessments 

 Four year effectiveness evaluations 

 

 



Gathering Lines 

 Gathering lines definitions 

as found in §192.8 were 

added in 2006  

 §192.9 different 

implementation dates 

 Plan by April 15, 2008 

 Effectiveness by 2012 
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Public Awareness Inspections 

 Public Awareness Clearinghouse  

 Not formal review of plan, but checklist that 

plan contained certain items 

 Inspection may be first true review of plan 

 Standard Inspection form includes 

questions about public awareness 

 Not in detail of this inspection 

 

 



PHMSA Form 21 

 Published July, 2011 

phmsa.dot.gov/pipeline/library/forms 

 



PHMSA Form 21 

Divided into five sections 
  Administration and Development of Plan 

  Program Implementation 

  Program Evaluation and Continuous 

 Improvement (annual review) 

  Program Evaluation and Continuous 

 Improvement (effectiveness evaluations) 

  Findings 

 



PHMSA Form 21 

 

 
First three pages standard information 

Companies covered by plan 

Mileage 

Persons attending  

Date of plan 

Outside resources 

 

 



Section 1   

 Administration and Development of Public 

Awareness Program 

 Looking at written program and associated 

procedures and methodologies 

 WHAT the operator is going to do 

 Verifying required components are in plan 

 May cross into implementation of plan  



Section 1 

1.01 Written Public Education Program 

1.02 Management Support 

1.03 Unique Attributes and Characteristics 

1.04 Stakeholder Audience Identification 

1.05 Message Frequency and Message 

 Delivery 

1.06 Written Evaluation Plan 

 



 

 

Section 1 



Section 1 

Commonly found deficiencies 

  API 1162 edition 

  Management support 

  Named administrator 

  Unique attributes/asset 

 descriptions/product description 

  Inadequate written procedures 

   Lack of operator understanding because  

 of use of contractors   

 



Inadequate Procedures 

Stakeholder Identification 

 How lists determined 

 How address affected municipalities, 

school districts, businesses, and 

residents? (§192.614(e)) 

 List accuracy 

 Returns or non-attendance 

 

 



Stakeholder Lists – 

Common Deficiencies 

 Do not account for new developments or 

communities 

 Lack of documentation or follow up on returned 

mailings 

 Lack of evidence that mailings sent out 

 Tracked correspondence and those actually 

reached  

 Tracked meeting attendance and follow up for 

non-attendance 

 



Inadequate Procedures 

Program Evaluations 

 Lack of written process 

 What information examined during review 

 Web site hits 

 One call notifications/third party damage 

 Process followed 

 Implementation of recommended changes 

 Documentation of evaluation 

 

 



Inadequate Procedures 

Message 

 Vendors have gone to a “common” 

pamphlets 

 Generic messages may not convey all 

the required information.  

 Information about several different types 

of pipelines or products may provide little 

or no value 

 

 



 



Message –  

Common Deficiencies 

 Messages did not include all required 

outreach messages 

 Multiple company logos/information 

 Appropriate hazards not always identified 

or failed to address unique attributes 
 

 Creative outreach approaches such as e-

mails, websites, children campaigns 

 

 

 



Section 2 

 Program Implementation 

 How did operator implement written 

program 

 Ensure and verify required components in 

plan are being done according to written 

plan, procedures and methodologies 



Section 2 

2.01 English and other Languages 

2.02 Message Type and Content 

2.03 Messages on Pipeline Facility Locations 

2.04 Baseline Message Delivery Frequency 

2.05 Considerations for Supplemental 

 Program Enhancements 

2.06 Maintaining Liaison with Emergency 

 Response Officials 

 



Section 2 

Common deficiencies 

 Language considerations 

 Message content 

 Supplemental activities 

 Documentation  



 

 

Section 2 



Language 

 No written or inadequate 

consideration 

 Automatic in Spanish 

 Other languages on web site 

 



Message 

 Contain all the required elements from 
code: 

 Use of one-call 

 Hazards associated with unintended 
releases 

 Physical indications of such a release 

 Steps that should be taken for public safety 
in event of a release 

 Procedures for reporting the event 
2.02 
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Message 

 Additional Requirements from API RP 1162 

 Pipeline purpose and reliability 

 How to get additional information 

 Reference to NPMS (Transmission only) 

 Integrity Management information 

 Facility purpose 

 Security 

 Right-of-way encroachment prevention 

 Pipeline location 

 



Message –  

Common Deficiencies 

 Messages did not include all required 

outreach messages 

 Multiple company logos/information 

 Appropriate hazards not always identified 

or failed to address unique attributes 

 

 Creative outreach approaches such as e-

mails, websites, children campaigns 



Supplemental Activities 

 Interaction with  

§192.614 – Damage Prevention 

§192.615 – Emergency Plans 



Supplemental Activities  

 Emergency drills 

 Planning meetings 

 School visits 

 Other events such as fairs, home shows 

 Educational activities 

 

 Documentation 

 Credit for what you do 

 



Supplemental Activities  

 Lack of written procedures regarding 

supplemental activities 

 

 If operator did not consider 

supplemental activities, need to have 

written justification in program 



Emergency Response 

Liaison 

 ADB  - 10 – 08, October 28, 2010 

 Emergency Preparedness Communications 

 To ensure a prompt, effective, and coordinated 

response to any type of emergency involving a 

pipeline facility, pipeline operators are required 

to maintain an informed relationship with 

emergency responders in their jurisdiction. 

 ……..the need to share the operator's 

emergency response plans with emergency 

responders. 

 

 

 

 



Section 3 – Program 

Evaluation  

 Annual reviews or audits of Public 

Awareness Program 

 

 Called by different terminology 

 Annual audit 

 Annual review 

 Self Assessment 

 

 



Section 3 

3.01 Measuring Program Implementation 

3.02 Acceptable Methods for Program 

 Implementation Audits 

3.03 Program Changes and 

 Improvements 



 

 

 

Section 3 



Program Evaluation 

 Verifying done according to one of the 

methods allowed by API RP 1162 

 Internal Self-assessments 

 Third party audits 

 Regulatory inspections 

 If other method, operator should provide 

written justification 



Annual Review 

 Done according to written plan 

 What items required to address 

 Was plan implemented as required 

 Documentation of reviews 



Annual Review – 

Common Deficiencies 

 No written procedure 

 Lack of documentation 

 Implementation of recommended 

changes 

 



Section 4 

 Effectiveness Evaluations 

 By June 20, 2010 

 Pretest Material 
 

 More important than evaluation is did the 

operator 

 Review results,  

 Document their findings 

 Implement changes?  



 

 

Section 4 



Section 4 

4.01 Evaluating Program Effectiveness 

4.02 Measure Program Outreach 

4.03 Measure Percentage Stakeholders 

 Reached 

4.04 Measure Understandability of Message 

 Content 

 



Section 4 

4.05 Measure Desired Stakeholder Behavior 

4.06 Measure Bottom-Line Results 

4.07 Program Changes 

 



Section 4 

 Just having effective 

evaluation data does not 

meet the intent of 

evaluating program 

 



Program Effectiveness –  

Common Deficiencies 

 Operators considered effectiveness 

evaluation complete when data 

collected, did not review data to 

understand improvement opportunities 

 Lack of understanding of survey 

methodologies 

 Stakeholder audience or product type  

 

 



Operator Challenges 

 Information overload to stakeholders 

 Stakeholders to stop and listen to the 

messages 

 School messages because of 

Federal/State mandates 

 Emergency Plan information to 

appropriate emergency officials  

 Inconsistent or no documentation 

 

 



FAQ’s 

Available at  

https://primis.phmsa.dot.gov

/comm/PublicAwareness/ 

PublicAwareness.htm 



 

Mary Friend 

405-954-7306 

mary.friend@dot.gov 



QUESTIONS 

 

 


